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also projected to be $1.6 trillion. In
other words, all of the projected budget
surplus over the next 11 years is attrib-
utable to the Social Security trust
fund, which should be off-budget.

By dipping into this so-called sur-
plus, we are dipping into our children’s
and grandchildren’s future. We are tak-
ing the money that would have been
paid to them by the trust fund and we
are saying we will fix it later, we will
pay it back, we will do the right thing,
maybe. We don’t care about the future.
We care about how it looks today and
how it is going to look on November
3rd.

Is this how we should treat the peo-
ple of this country? I do not think so.
I cannot return to Arkansas and look
the thousands of retired Arkansans in
the first Congressional District in the
eye and say, ‘‘I am sorry, I just wasn’t
thinking about what would happen
down the line. I was thinking of
today.’’

As I have said, we should cut taxes,
but we should not rob the Social Secu-
rity trust fund to do it. There are mil-
lions of people who depend on their
monthly Social Security check as a
necessary source to supplement their
retirement income. Thousands of re-
tired seniors in my district and across
the country rely on Social Security as
their only source of income. The Social
Security System is the most successful
government program ever created. All
of the Members of this body should
stop to think about how important the
program is to each one of us, to our
children and our grandchildren. We
need to save the so-called surplus to be
sure that the Social Security System is
solvent.

Members of Congress have a respon-
sibility to not only worry about today,
but to worry about tomorrow. We must
ensure that Social Security will con-
tinue to provide the benefits promised
to those who have paid into the sys-
tem. We must save Social Security.
Our children and grandchildren deserve
to know that Social Security will be
there for them when they need it, and
we must not rob the Social Security
trust fund.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, again I
want to thank my colleague from Ar-
kansas. I think that what the point the
gentleman makes very effectively is
that our position, the Democratic posi-
tion, is essentially the fiscally conserv-
ative position. Our colleague from
Washington State (Mr. MCDERMOTT)
was making the point that for so many
years the Republicans and the leader-
ship on the other side of the aisle kept
making the point about how we should
not be going further into debt, and now
here we are essentially arguing what is
the fiscally sound thing to do to save
for the future to make sure the money
is there, and we are getting opposition
from them. So it is amazing to see how,
I guess, the ideologies change some-
what.

But I know the gentleman has always
stood on the side of fiscal conserv-

atism, and this is obviously a mani-
festation of that. I am proud to be with
the gentleman saying the same thing,
because I think it is so important if we
are going to have this money available
for Social Security in the future.

Mr. Speaker, I just wanted to point
out again what the Democrats are pro-
posing. The Democrats have a proposal
to save Social Security first, and our
proposal would require by law that the
entire amount of the Social Security
surplus in each fiscal year be trans-
ferred to the Federal Reserve Bank of
New York to be held in trust for Social
Security. If we pass this bill today or
tomorrow or Saturday, the President
would sign it immediately. It is that
simple. But, unfortunately, the Repub-
licans have decided to make this a po-
litical issue, and there is no question in
my mind about what they are doing.

First of all, the President has stated
unambiguously that if the Republicans
send him a bill that pays for tax cuts
with the Social Security surplus, that
he will veto it. So we are not against a
tax cut. The Democratic proposal
would essentially have the same tax
cuts. What the President has been say-
ing, and he just reaffirmed it last week,
is that we have been waiting so long, 29
years, for a balanced budget, and it is
a mistake for us to basically when we
see the ink, so-to-speak, turn from red
to black and watch it dry for a minute
or two before we get carried away. He
is just saying let us not squander the
surplus on tax cuts before we save So-
cial Security.

Today the Democrats had a rally in
front of the Capitol. Vice President
GORE was there with a number of
Democratic House Members and Sen-
ators. Vice President GORE reiterated
this point today when he said that we
are not going to basically rip up the
Balanced Budget Act. We care about
the Balanced Budget Act and we want
to make sure that we save Social Secu-
rity and do not just rip up this Bal-
anced Budget Act by passing this tax
cut.

I think that it is important to know
that many of the tax cuts included in
the Republican bill were proposed and
sponsored by Democrats. This is what
my colleague from Washington was
saying. The marriage penalty relief,
the $500 child credit and the Hope
Scholarship, expanding the deduction
of health insurance for the self-em-
ployed, these proposals were actually
rejected by the Republicans when they
were offered by Democrats at the com-
mittee level.

So it is not that the Republicans
really are pushing these proposals, be-
cause they have had ample opportunity
to do it before. The point is that now,
just a few weeks before the election,
they are suggesting that this be done,
but their intention really is not to
have it passed here and go to the Sen-
ate and be signed by the President.
They know that none of that is going
to happen in the next few weeks.

The main thing that Democrats are
saying tonight and will be saying over

the next few days is that we have to
have some fiscal discipline. We can
show seniors and future generations
that Congress will be responsible with
the money the American people have
entrusted us to manage for their retire-
ment years. What we are saying is that
the Republicans should abandon this
ill-conceived proposal to undermine
Social Security and spare itself the fu-
tile exercise of passing a bill that is
speeding basically down a road to no-
where.

I can assure my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle that if they drop
this proposal and really move on to a
legislative agenda that has some mean-
ing, addressing HMO reform, address-
ing environmental and education con-
cerns, the things that the American
people want to see addressed, we could
actually accomplish something here,
rather than wasting our time with this
tax proposal, which basically has no
chance of passing and only jeopardizes
Social Security.
f
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WHO DO YOU TRUST? WHO DO YOU
BELIEVE?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from South
Dakota (Mr. THUNE) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I have
been listening with interest this past
hour to a number of my colleagues on
the other side of the aisle, and it al-
ways amazes me to get a glimpse into
the mind of a liberal because they real-
ly think that it is their money. On the
other hand, we think that it is the
American people’s money.

We listen to them talk about the rea-
sons why we cannot lower taxes on
hard-working Americans, on farmers
and ranchers and small businesspeople
and families, and we are at a loss some-
times as to how possibly they could
have arrived at this point in time.

As I listened, there were a number of
things that were mentioned. For exam-
ple, the fact that the economy is per-
forming so well right now; we certainly
do not need to lower taxes. It occurred
to me as I was listening to that, we
think about what makes the economy
perform well. Low interest rates. Low
inflation. Low taxes. And we look at
where we were just a few years ago be-
fore the Republicans took control of
the Congress and started to get waste-
ful government spending under control
and started to look at ways to system-
atically lower the tax burden on people
in this country and stimulating growth
in this economy and stimulating in-
vestment and generating additional tax
revenues.

As a point of fact, back in 1994 before
the Republicans took control of the
Congress, we looked as far as the eye
could see and we saw deficits 10 years
into the future, $3 trillion in deficits
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projected into the future. Just this last
July, the Congressional Budget Office
has revised its estimate and now for
the next 10 or 11 years out into the fu-
ture they are projecting a $1.6 trillion
surplus. $3 trillion in deficit in 1994 to
a $1.6 trillion surplus in 1998.

Mr. Speaker, think about that. That
is almost a $5 trillion turnaround in a
matter of 31⁄2 years. And the President
would like to take credit for that, but
frankly the President taking credit for
the good economy is about like the
Easter Bunny taking credit for Easter.

What happened is the Republicans
got control of the Congress, began to
roll back a lot of wasteful discre-
tionary spending, worked with the en-
titlement programs to make those pro-
grams more efficient, and saved the
taxpayers billions and billions of dol-
lars on the spending side of the equa-
tion.

Couple that last summer with the
Balanced Budget Agreement and the
tax cut that came with it and we saw a
rollback of taxes. Capital gains tax re-
lief, death tax relief, tax relief for fam-
ilies, education credits, and so forth to
make it easier for people in this coun-
try to make a living and pay their bills
and pay their taxes and to try to fulfill
all the responsibilities and obligations
that they have.

So, the fact that we have an economy
that is performing well today is in
many ways attributable to the changes
that have been made since the 1994
election when this majority got control
of the Congress. And to think and to sit
and listen to the other side rant and
rave about the fact that somehow,
some way, the Republicans are going to
raid Social Security to give tax cuts to
their rich friends is just another lie,
like the lie about the Republicans
wanting to kill Medicare or wanting to
kill school lunches or any of those
other things, and the American people
are tired of it.

We have been predicting that this
would happen, and it is happening be-
cause one after another the parade of
speakers coming to the floor on the lib-
eral side of the aisle say that these Re-
publicans want to cut Social Security.

Mr. Speaker, I want to tell the Amer-
ican people that that is not the case at
all. As a matter of fact, we have made
a commitment to save Social Security.
Look at what this plan consists of: $1.6
trillion in surplus that is going to be
generated over the course of the next
10 years, we are saying that $1.4 tril-
lion, 90 percent, ought to be walled off
and used to save Social Security. And
not only for the current people, current
generation who is receiving Social Se-
curity benefits, but for those who are
paying in today.

And I can tell my colleagues, person-
ally nobody is more interested in see-
ing that program survive and be there
than I. I have two parents who are
about 80 years old who rely on that
program as their sole means of exist-
ence.

Then look at the young people who
are paying in the FICA tax, the payroll

tax, and are trying to balance the
books in their families and trying to
make ends meet and get a little bit
ahead in life and they are hit with
these taxes. We need to make sure that
they have a program that is there for
them in the future when it comes time
to retire. We have made that commit-
ment.

The question I would ask of the
American people as they listen to all
that rhetoric on the other side about
the Republicans wanting to cut Social
Security is ask one question: Who was
it that said in 1995 that they were
going to reform welfare and did it? Who
was it that said they were going to bal-
ance the budget in 1996 and 1997 and did
it? Who was it that said we were going
to lower taxes on American workers
across this country and did it?

Who was it that said we were going
to save Medicare and make it viable for
the next 10 years until we can get some
long-range changes and reforms in
place to make Medicare a program that
will work well into the future and did
it? Who was it that said they would re-
form the Internal Revenue Service and
did it?

It was this majority in this Congress.
And the American people have to ask
themselves a fundamental question as
this debate gets underway and that is:
‘‘Who do you trust? Who do you be-
lieve?’’

Should we believe the people who for
40 years have not put a crying dime
into the Social Security trust fund? Or
should we believe the people who prom-
ised welfare reform, promised a bal-
anced budget, promised lower taxes,
promised a Medicare program that
worked into the future, promised IRS
reform? That is the question that is be-
fore the House and before the American
people as this debate gets underway.

Mr. Speaker, I just happen to believe
that when we look at a $1.7 trillion an-
nual fiscal budget, that the tax relief
that is being proposed under the 90–10
plan, and the American people should
bear in mind, $1.6 trillion in surplus,
$1.4 trillion sealed off, walled off to
save Social Security, and $80 billion in
the form of tax relief.

Mr. Speaker, $80 billion on a $1.7 tril-
lion budget is less than one-half of 1
percent to go back to the people whose
money it is in the first place. But we
cannot get that through the minds of
people in this town, because if we lis-
ten to the debate that is going to occur
from the liberals on the other side,
they are going to talk about how we
have all these reasons why we should
not lower taxes.

I heard the discussion tonight about
farm prices being low, and I happen to
agree. We are in a terrible economic
disaster in rural America. And the gen-
tleman from Washington alluded to the
fact that some of it happens to do with
unfair trading practices. Well, that is
attributable to the Clinton administra-
tion’s failure to enforce trade laws and
agreements. But we have a terrible
problem with farm prices. What are we
going to do about that?

One of the things that is proposed in
this tax relief is that of the $80 billion,
a bunch of it is going to help farmers
and ranchers. I think that is worth-
while. Another proposal included is
that by raising the threshold that the
death tax applies to, the small farmer,
the small rancher and independent pro-
ducers in my State and other States
have the opportunity, if they choose,
to pass along their operation to the
next generation without having to face
both the Internal Revenue Service and
the undertaker at the same time. I
think that is remarkable, the death tax
relief in this bill.

Another thing that we talked about
was deductibility of health insurance
premiums for self-employed persons,
farmers and ranchers, people who have
to pay health insurance premiums and
yet do not have some employer-pro-
vided plan and therefore take it out of
their own pocket and do not get to de-
duct it like if they had an employer or
they were employers and used that as
an expense. Mr. Speaker, that helps
farmers and ranchers.

There is an provision that makes per-
manent income averaging. For farmers
and ranchers there are lots of ups and
downs, and unfortunately lately most-
ly downs. Some day that is going to
come around and we are going to see
income. We will have an opportunity to
give our producers, farmers and ranch-
ers, an opportunity to spread their in-
come over time so that they do not get
stuck with a big tax liability in one
year.

There is a provision that allows for a
loss carryback. If one has had profit-
able years in the past, go back as far as
5 years and if they have had profitable
years, but losses in the current year,
they can take the losses, offset them,
and use them against their profitable
years and get a tax refund this year.
Mr. Speaker, that is projected to help
100,000 farmers and ranchers across this
country; something that is very criti-
cal right now to help with the cash
flow problems that our farmers and
ranchers are suffering from.

If we want to do something about
helping farmers and ranchers, instead
of getting up and ranting and raving
about how the Republicans, here they
go again trying to give tax relief to
their rich friends, think about the peo-
ple that we are helping. The people in
South Dakota that I represent, the
farmers, the ranchers, the small
businesspersons, the families that are
trying to make a living and struggling
to survive, are not rich. They need
some help and need some tax relief.

I heard this evening, ‘‘We have to do
this for our children.’’ I keep wonder-
ing as I listen to that, where were
these guys for the last 40 years when
we were racking up over $5 trillion in
debt because of government spending
that was out of control? Where were
they then? Now, all the sudden we can-
not lower taxes and give something
back to the American people? We have
to think of our children? And yet for
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years and years and years in this insti-
tution when the other side controlled,
had the majority control of the House
of Representatives, we went in a cycle,
a period of continual runaway Federal
spending, racked up enormous deficits,
and added to a debt that is now about
$5 trillion.

So, Mr. Speaker, as we listen to this
debate, and I hope the American people
are tuning in, because frankly there is
going to be a lot of rhetoric and hot air
that fills this Chamber in the next few
days. But I believe if we listen care-
fully to this debate, that it will not be
lost on the American people that this
is the same group that year in and year
out, and this is an election year, we are
going to hear people arguing and talk-
ing about how the Republicans want to
kill this program or that program. And
now they are saying that the Repub-
licans want to kill Social Security.

That in fact is not at all the case. We
are here because we want to save that
program and that is why we are dedi-
cating this surplus, 90 percent of it, to
saving Social Security. Walling it off
and giving that other 10 percent back
to the American people whose money it
is in the first place.

That is what this debate is about. It
is about being responsible to the tax-
payers of this country. If we leave this
surplus in this town, I can assure one
thing. That is that it will get spent.
There is no way that the Federal Gov-
ernment and the liberals in this insti-
tution will allow those dollars to stay
here for very long.

So, Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the
opportunity to address some of these
issues this evening. I wanted to re-
spond to some of the arguments that I
heard in the debate earlier from my
friends on the other side of the aisle.

I encourage the American people to
tune into this debate. It is important.
It is about their future and their tax
dollars and seeing that they get the
best possible return on their dollars.
f

ISSUES FACING AMERICA AT THE
END OF THIS CONGRESSIONAL
SESSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 7, 1997, the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) is recognized for 60
minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I think it
is important to note that we are less
than 5 weeks away from the end of this
session. We will probably adjourn no
later than October 15. The date is still
basically October 9, but the rumor is
that it will be some time after that. It
is certainly going to be no later than
October 15 or 16. The necessities of this
election year dictate that we will have
to adjourn.

I think that there is a full plate of
unfinished business, and it is most un-
fortunate that most of that business is
not being addressed. We did a few bills
today that are significant, I guess, in
terms of conference reports. We also

did a bill that I think is very harmful
relating to education, and I will come
back to that.

The rumor is also that a continuing
resolution which will carry our budget
into next year will be substituted for
the passage of individual appropria-
tions bills. The debate and the discus-
sion of critical issues that will take
place on appropriations bills will prob-
ably not be there unless we have a rule
which allows us to have a number of
hours of debate on the continuing reso-
lution, the long one. There is a short
continuing resolution that is going to
take us into October, but a longer con-
tinuing resolution is being prepared.

This means that we will not have a
chance in the context of appropriations
and budget making systematically, we
will not have a chance to discuss cer-
tain vital issues. They are vital issues
that are not getting the kind of expo-
sure that they need.

b 2045

The American people have common
sense that we welcome, we ought to
welcome into this process, and we need
to let them know what is going on.

I want to commend my colleagues,
the gentleman from New Jersey (Mr.
PALLONE) and the gentleman from
Washington (Mr. MCDERMOTT), for the
very thorough discussion of Social Se-
curity, what the Social Security trust
fund means, how it works, what it is
all about. Out of this present conflict
between the majority party and the
minority party, perhaps we will have a
better understanding developed by the
lay people in this country, by the vot-
ers, by the ordinary common people of
what Social Security is all about, how
it works.

We may have an honest bookkeeping
process developed, because right now
they do smoke and mirrors with Social
Security funds. They use the funds in
various ways that cover deficits in the
regular budget. They talk about being
off budget at certain times, and they
place it in budget at other times.
Maybe we can have a separate account-
ing system for Social Security grow
out of this conflict between the two
parties as to how Social Security
should be administered.

It is a vital issue for all Americans.
There are very few families that are
not in one way or another touched by
what happens with Social Security.
Certainly, in the African American
community, for some time now there
have been studies showing that African
Americans in smaller percentages live
to be 65. The mainstream community,
the white community, the greater pro-
portion of them live to be 65 and over
and enjoy their Social Security bene-
fits.

Right now a much smaller percent-
age of African Americans are living to
be 65 and being able to enjoy the Social
Security benefits. Therefore, the Afri-
can American community will be very
hard hit by the movement of the retire-
ment age from 65 to 67. That is going to

take place within two or three years.
You are going to have to wait until you
are 67 before you can receive your So-
cial Security benefits. Already the peo-
ple who need the help the most are
going to be penalized by this Band-Aid
approach to saving Social Security.

A commission, several years ago,
came up with that answer, one thing
we should do is move the retirement
age from 65 to 67. Now they are propos-
ing to move it to 70 after that. It will
keep moving and there will be certain
groups of people who will never catch
up with it, if we do not find some other
way to save and protect Social Secu-
rity.

I think we ought to declare off limits
now and forever more any movement of
the age of retirement as a way to pro-
tect Social Security. What my col-
leagues were saying earlier makes
much more sense. Let us use the
money that has accumulated in these
prosperous times to deal with the prob-
lem that we project for Social Security
down the road.

I am not going to go back and repeat
their arguments. I want to congratu-
late the gentleman from Washington
(Mr. MCDERMOTT) in particular, Dr.
MCDERMOTT, who was the author of the
single payer health plan here in Con-
gress. He is still the author of it; he
originated it, the single payer health
plan.

Dr. MCDERMOTT gave a brilliant anal-
ysis of how the Social Security fund
works and how the money is accumu-
lated. And I want to congratulate him
for that statement, that presentation.

Saving and protecting Social Secu-
rity is something we have got to talk
about more in the next few days in the
context of the proposal of the Repub-
licans that we have a tax cut. There is
a surplus. Most people do not realize
that that surplus is primarily money in
the Social Security fund. The surplus
is in the Social Security fund. Anyone
who wants to take part of the present
surplus and move it somewhere else
will be taking it from the Social Secu-
rity fund.

Our position is that we must protect
the Social Security fund first, protect
Social Security and guarantee that the
difficulties projected will be taken care
of before you begin to take money out
of this surplus which is mostly Social
Security funds.

I previously stated that I think that
if there is a surplus, some part of it
ought to be dedicated to education and
the necessary steps to improve edu-
cation. A greater investment in edu-
cation is a worthwhile use of any sur-
plus funds. But not until we are sure
that we have the adequate protection
for Social Security, that the money
stream, the revenue stream, the projec-
tions for the future are all in place and
we can see where the money is going to
be left over after you make the nec-
essary adjustments to secure Social Se-
curity.

That is on our plate. We need to real-
ly deal with it. We need to broaden and
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